We are pleased to see that this work by Gabella et al. (2001) confirms our earlier findings (Jameson and Kostinski 1998, appendix) , of which unfortunately Gabella et al. apparently were unaware when writing their note. This situation is somewhat embarrassing given that both papers appear in journals of the American Meteorological Society (AMS), and it suggests that searches should be conducted routinely through the AMS journal archive database by authors, editorial staff, and reviewers, not only to help to establish originality but also for identifying appropriate reviewers.
In particular, we note that the authors' use of Monte Carlo simulations is identical to that in Jameson and Kostinski (1998) , because the application of the uniform distribution for determining the x and y coordinates of each drop is equivalent to the binomial distribution (or to the Poisson distribution in the limit of low probability of the occurrence of a drop) that was used in Jameson and Kostinski (1998) for determining the location of 453 drops. Moreover, like Jameson and Kostinski (1998) , the authors numerically simulate the LovejoySchertzer (1990) observations of 452 drops over a 1.28 m ϫ 1.28 m area to conclude that the so-called fractal dimension of less than two, deduced by Lovejoy and Schertzer, is in fact an artifact of undersampling (Jameson and Kostinski 1998, p. 294). We admit that the authors do a more complete analysis than we thought was necessary (Jameson and Kostinski 1998) , because this point was relatively minor as compared with our larger concerns. However, in essence, Gabella et al. 
